c 


TOr -a seRET 


W CMt - 


AMJSS C 


GENERA L WAP. CONTENGUNCY PLANNING AND BEL /.ON 


'.Vha Berlin crisis, rising iatsrnsfcional tension, and the possibility 
that the United States may become engaged in direct conflict with the Soviet 
Union make it Imperative that we have general war plans--and particularly 
plans pertaining to the use of oar strategic force.3--which take account of 
the many v/ays in which general war may occur. One of the contingencies 
for which we must plan is the case where, as a result of major repulse to 
our convontionai forces in '»Vsstern Europe, tho United States responds 
with a strategic attack against the Soviet Union itself. Review of SIOP-O-2 
suggests that it need not be the o nly for such an attack. I therefore ro- 
, quest, ao n matter of the utmost urgency, that alternative plana be da¬ 
ps veloged for a strategic attack upon the Soviet Union. I also request that 

such plans be evaluated for their effectiveness and that estimates bo 
pro seated af the earliest date at which they could be Inctituted and imple¬ 
mented. 

Certain objectives should be kept clearly in mind in the development 
of these plans. My desire is that the attack bo concentrated on the smallest 
number of military targets compatible with the elimination of the Soviet 
rj H»gT C onCR&ttlaLt ) threat. The attack should be do signed in such a way ao to 
minimise cam&go to Soviet population, industry, and "ov erraaantal autho rity. 
It should also be deoiguod so us to enhance the probability of minimising 
damage tothe population, industry and governmental authority of the United 
States and itsJ£j.i,ropoan Allies. Unless adequate justification can be given 
lor the inclusion of targets In other.countries, the attack should be directed 
solely against targets within the Soviet Onion. Finally, .the attack should 
ensure that substantial force* be available for follow-on attacks. 

Smjloasis should bo given to a minimum - warning attack with the 
; smallest number of vehicles compatible with tho decisive reduction of 
tho euoniy 1 a strategic offensive capabilities. Combined mis silo-bombar 
strikes and bomber-only strikos uhould be analysed. All plan.3 should be 
based on tho assumption either that a state of extreme tension, exists 
between the United States ami the Soviet Union, or that a local conflict 
has started between them. It should bo assumed further that the strategic 
! ffy'- forces of both aides have been p lac ed on a high alor t, with the further 

j ) possibility that overflights nay he occuving over one ot both countries. 
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The plane that are developed should bs detailed and explicit in 
character. In particular, they should describe: 

1. The target system 

2. The desired ground zeros 

3. vVeapons assignments 4 

4. Expected results, including: 

a. Expected accuracies of delivered weapons 

b. Exx-'ccted damage per DGZ 

c. Variations in expected damage resulting from variations 
In yield and height-of-bur fit of assigned -weapons 

5. Mi salon charactori sties 

6. Follow-on forces 

7. Measures to reduce warning 

8. Enemy air defense a. In this connection, particular attention 
lahcmld be given to attacks which do not depend for their effective¬ 
ness on the destruction of enemy air defenses. 

0. Optimum timing for execution of the plan 

10. Pre-attack preparations 

11. Overseas base requiramenta 

12. U.S. warning systems, air defenses, and civil defense 
measures 

I request that each plan be acccnryvaniod by an evaluation of its ex¬ 
pected effoctiveueas. Such an evaluation should include: 

1. Soviet force survival 


a. I-iumberc and types of Soviet strategic forcca expected to 
survive the attac 

b. Confidence levels and uncertainties associated with these 
estimates. 


2. Damage la the Soviet Union 

a. Casualties end damage In the Soviet Union, resulting from 
the attack, with varying assumptions about the level of Soviet civil 
defences and the ability of the Russian population to make effective 
use of available shelter. 
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3. Warning given to the Soviets 

a. Degree of warning (measured in time) that the Soviets 
might expect to receive of the attack. 

b. Confidence levels and uncertainties associated with 
these estimates. 

4. Damage In the United States 

a. Casualties and damage in the United States, given varying 
aaaumptions about the oizo of the Soviet i*espoase, the targets in the 
United States that be hit, and the attrition that U.S. defense could 
eisact. 

b. In this connection., consideration should be given to pre- 
attack and post-attack measures which might be taken in order to 
influence the nature of any Soviet reply. 

3. Damage elsewhere 

a. Casualties and damage in Allied countries resulting from 
the U.S. attack and from possible Soviet responses. 

b. Casualties and damage within the Sino-Soviet Bloc (the 
USSR excluded). 

6, U.S, follow-on forces 


a. .Estimates on numbers surviving 

b. Readiness and ability to continue the attack 

I request that, by 25 September 1961, a progress report on this 
project be preaontod to me, together with a preliminary estimate Of-tho 
ability of U.S. strategic forces actually to execute such plans. 
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THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 


WASHINGTON 25. O.C. 


8 September 1961 


MEMORANDUM FOR GENERAL PARKER™ 


) 



M Business and Government 11 and n Science and Public Policy* M 
He was born in 1920, graduated from University of Pennsyl¬ 
vania (Phi Beta Kappa) and took his Masters and Doctoral 
Degrees at Harvard. During World War II he was an economist 
with OSS, holding the rank of Captain, Air Corps. 

For the past month or so he has been working on a pre¬ 
sumably temporary basis as Special Assistant to McGeorge 
Bundy, and is said to have considerable status and influence. 

He has been involved in a number of widely different projects -- 
he worked on the Basic National Security Policy, has been a 
consultant on cost factors in the airborne alert question, is 
ihterested in the task force idea (he is Chairman of the new 
Task Force on the Ryukyus), and is working on the Command 
and Control System problem. 

He has previously served as a consultant to the Defense, 
Commerce, and Justice Departments and to the Civil Defense 
Administration. 














T September 1961 


?jra r>RflTrrnM FOB r.TrmnAT. lAHjaa 


SUBJECT: Strategic Air Planning cad Berlin 


1. Mr. Kayssn's mw a omnfti a to yea has four aajor parts: a basic 
nreaoronduin outlining why ho beljgfrca strategic air planning needs review 
in conjunction with Berlin planning; sn alternative to 8 IQP- 62 . an annex 
^ jiCilch spells oat a possible substitute far tk« ini-h-tnv n^ni; pf> gm? j;o j 

^5 Tthia variation emphasising surprise md a well coar±tnated f ccgll-sc&l£_ 
attach against Soviet lnta rcontl cental . strategic rwpdvt t 
analyola of aiQg- 62 , outlining its target philceopby, planning-jpaetors, 
and limitations; and an unaddressed draft request for a r >1 arming study on 
an alternative to SIQP-4J2. Bach of those parts la summarized below. 


N'rt 


2. Basic Hsaorondna. SlQP- 62 . Is built around two concepts cay 
not be e ppx rjprlata in a Berlin crisis: (a) it is essentially a strike 
second p.lan, rnnd (b) it calls fo r at tacks against a single set og« f qptiaun- 

mix* target set£ 

of TXsaible^ cl&c uaBtancc^suSsM^thgngMd for 


plans y namely, va m-tgirt be lured oat of position by a false alarm or stra¬ 


tegic feint b- the Soviet a 



to might desire to strike firstly 


a. A false along,, if It respited in the launching and recall of 
the-Alert Force, would degrade oar capabilities algniflrantly for about 

3 hours, at least. Further, the forces held back Bight not be prepared to 
attack ap pr opriate targets, the highest priority anas having been assigned 
the Alert Force, nos recalled. 

b. i^The first-Btriha s lta mative might occur from escalation of 
military action aramd Ber ing, which could force 03 to nave frem the local 
to the general wax level. 

not appear 

an appropriate response to repulse a 3 divis i on attach, especially since 
SIQP-^2 will «: *"««»+»- Inev ita bly alert the Soviets and, in res ponse to our 
‘ oax Soviet citiroTjthsc-xlll respond la kind . Ba ther .than thin 
'^jguBBiye-rgfcpJIntlm ' pla&runaall. VS forces should be uh&d.iigalnct military 
taxgetB^Sd the bulk of our strategic forces should be held In reserve to 
deter Soviets from using their surviving f or c es against US cities. 


Two teconnwndwticns follow: 


(l) CU2CSAC should lock at the falsa alarm problem sad 
make any naceaaaxy changes In his plans to minimite degradation 
of his force under such a development. 
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(2) The JCS, Director SEP, and uirmsAC ghnut a eon«i d » r 
an alternative to SIQP-62 for use in. context of Berlin contingency 
planning, with &nphs^±a~^^^ first strike against the Soviets * 
long-range striking pcwer.>__^_^ 

3 . An Alternative to SIOP- 62 . Its objectives wold be^fco_deatroy 
the long-range nuclear offensive- capabilities of the Soviet Unianji'to^'—’ 
limit or avoid damage to the United States and its All l aw; to Unit dtaasga 
to the Soviet Union campanile with the achi e v e m ent of the military objec¬ 
tive; to have capabilities in reserve available to press home the attack, 
if necessary, to dissuade the Soviets from using any residual forces 
against the 05 and Allied cities." 

a. Be,liability of present missiles is low, their accuracy un¬ 
certain, and problems of achieving simultaneity on target formidable. 
Therefore, ICBMa, theoretically Ideal for this kind of 
attack, axe ruled out at present time. 


vehicles, 
air bases, 



b. Bombers normally have bean rejected as nininum- 
primarily because they have operated in mass- But, if 83 DGZ* 
staging bases, and ICHH sites — are assumed to constitute the 
targets, the destruction of which would paralyze nuclear threat 
use becamesneyre attractive. Further, if 26 of essential 
ing. baeea'Jtihat do not need to be hit in first wave, if ^2 
togetherT*can be hit by 21 bombers (each bomb er striking two targe t s within 
20 minutes of one another), then to carry out this plan the US must only 
gat 4l bombers into Soviet airspacesnd over thedx^Anltial targets within 

a 15 minute period. (88 DGZ’s^-SorStaging basee"T-a colocated targets «* 4l.) 
Allowing a 2jf> attrition rate woald'mean that 55“‘<Aircraft, Instead of 4l, 
would have to penetrate Soviet airspace- It is further assumed that these 
aircraft could fan out and penetrate undetected at lew, altitude, bom*—and 
withdraw at a low altitude* In' sum, success of “thlSiflrat strik^troujd 
depend upon small numbers, dispersal, and low altitude penetrpiio&H.This 
kind of attadfr. employing air burst 1 ME weapons, night result in Soviet 
casualties of less than 1 rriTIInn and pr obabl y not m u c h more than 500 , 000 K & 

c. Two questions arise: Sow valid are the aasunptions,and do 
va possess the skill and capability for such a raid. There are r ea sons to 
believe assumptions axe reasonable. (32tese are amplified in seme detail, 
based on statements In 3IB f a, with emphasis on deficiencies in Soviet low- 
level detection capabilities.) 

d. There are risks as veil as opportunities in this approach. 

With the initiative, the US could reduce the c on s equences of partial success 
and exercise same c ont ro l over Soviet behavior. Once bombs had fallen on 
USSR, US non-ccnmittod forces could be alerted,,civil defense measures 
instituted, air defenses alerted. Cong axed with SXQP- 62 , the small-scale, 
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tti-i rt-trgan-trarrff rtg attack, — coupled with follav-on raids — has distinct 
advantages with respect to recall, achieve ment of Eurpr±ne, reduction In 
Soviet long-range cegebl lit leg before lamch, and central over the ma±er 
and character of initial asd eahsm$mat attacks. 

e. AppgnrilT. Tkamge aseassnant to the UB from such a m±n±mma- 
warning attack mast deal v±th uncertainties, but rough c-JrnifvM^p can 
be nude. 

(1) Dosage to OB vUl be affected by the nuaber of Soviet 
long ra ng e forces surviving the initial attack; the uuahers and types of 
targets the US attacked, and the Influence of this on USSR war plans; 
the nunbera and y ie l ds of USSR trespass per US target, especially la urban 
areas; the height of burst (which determines fall-out); civil dafenses 
available to US, and uses node of that* 

(2) US can attempt to inCLnanee Soviet behavior In peace 
by declaring use of nuclear weapons only against military tar g ets unless 
enemy initiates a counter-city c anpaig a. Shis stay inOnsnca Soviet 
retaliatory choices by offering Starlets s p ow er f u l incentive to use 
whatever residual forces they i- nrranji m a sensible manner. 

4. An Appreciation of SIQP-62 . She SHff- 6 a target list is constant, 
with 107T roz'e, of which the AlartTfogce hits 480. 


a. President Eisenhower er fegftl tubed requirement that C3 for ces 
should have the capability to achicvd* ~ ~ ' 



-— achieve specified assurance 

major tactics include; (l) lea level atSScis (65$ of SHIP weapons are so 
scheduled); ( 2 ) high level penetrations that ^epaai an mow; ( 3 ) principle 
of o pening corridors through enemy air defenses. Cross-targeting (using 
different types of vehicles launched fnn different areas) Is employed. 
Degradation fa c tors axa also calculated end allowed for. Allowi ng. fO ^thaag, 
the average assurance that ana weapon, will detovata on tar g e t 

b. Flrari.hillty of SI OP -62 only c ams £ran. ability to withhold 
preplanned strikes. Once the Alert for c e is launched, however, selective 
withholding of its farces is not presently possible. 



d. SIGP -62 is a rigid, alL-poxposa plan, designed far execution 
in existing form, regardless of circumstances. Rigidity stem from; 




























































(l) UUitary belief that USSR will stride cities, or 
urban-military targets; hence there in no need for selective US 
targeting. 


( 2 ) JttlAtary belief that, regardless of circumstances, 
jTSfin will bo able to J.'umch some weapons against US. Savnere is real 
consideration given to possibility of Interaction between ours and 
thnir targeting philosophy. 

( 3 ) Belief that winning general war means coming out 
relatively better than USSR, regardless of magnitude of losses. 

(1) A feav that retalin^gr/^aiTint. cities hfter a surprise 
attach may be all we can do; with. US t n;i a nriff^centro l fcnochsd out, 
alternative plans might leave residual US forces unc e rt ain, as to what 
to attach; US flexibility would beams toctm, and decrease det e rre n ce. 

e* SI0P-62 Is a blunt instrument, and its tactics almost aaha 
certain fulfillcent of p r o p hecy that aneasy will ba able to launch scaac 
weapons. 

5 . Draft Request far Planning Stair. Alternative plans should ba 
developed which, c a acs a i a nxt o sa n at 1 ltur y- targets required to eliminate 
Soviet in**r W B * * -htwn h«'.i tfaxeS&iStnd that rtlulnitg damage to Soviet popula¬ 
tion, leHn w t ry axsi governmental roTthority^^alsss lust if led, attach should 
be restricted to USSR. B®faasia ">ic«Tid t3tgiven to minimum-warning attach 
with tmnHwim p- tr^ force. graduation of plans should Include Soviet force 
survival, to USSR, warning given USSR, d am age to US, d n i asgg else¬ 

where, end UB follow-on force capabilities. A progress report la requested 
by 25 Septcmbor. 


/*/ 

w.rjs. 
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